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In re Appln. of Nfark Christofis et al. 
Serial No. 10/682,611 

Reply To Office Action Of December 14, 2004 
AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS : 

The attached sheet includes changes to Figures 6 and 7 and replaces the original sheet. 
In Figures 6 and 7, previously unlabeled element 116 has been labeled. 
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In re Appln. of Mark Christofis et aL 
Serial No. 10/682,611 

Reply To Office Action Of December 14, 2004 

REMARKS 

This Amendment is responsive to the Office Action mailed December 14, 2004 wherein 
the Examiner (a) rejects the drawings as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5); (b) rejects 
Claims 3-5 and 10-24 under 35 U.S.C. § 112 second paragraph as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and claim the subject matter which the Applicants regard a^ the invention; 
(c) rejects Claim 12 under 35 U.S^C* § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 3,846,609 
to Enk; (d) rejects Claims 18-24 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
No. 4,751,853 to Dissett; (e) rejects Claim 25 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S, Patent No. 3,848,107 to Lewis; (f) rejects Claims 1-9 and 13-17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Enk in view of Dissett; (g) objects to Claims 26 and 27 as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim but would be allowable if rewritten in independent fomi 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims; and (h) states that 
Claims 10 and 11 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 
112 second paragraph and to include all the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. By this response. Applicants amend Claims 1, 3, 5, 10, 12, 14, 17-26 and add new 
Claims 28 and 29. Applicants respectfiilly submit that each of the pending Claims 1- 29 are in a 
condition for allowance and respectfully requests favorable consideration of the application. 

The Examiner rejected Claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 3,846,609 to Enk. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection as conceivably 
^iplied to amended Claim 12. 
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In re Appln. of Mark Chiistoiis et al. 
Serial No. 10/6S2,611 

Reply To Office Action Of December 14, 2004 

It is well settled that anticipation can only be established by a single prior art reference 
which identically discloses each and every element of the claimed invention. Anticipation is not 
shown, even if the differences between the claims and the prior art reference is insubstantial. 
Instead, the cited reference must show exactly what is claimed- In re Bond. 910 F,2d 831, 15 
U.S,P.Q,2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990); Structured Prod. Co. v. Park Rubber Co.. 749 F.2d 707, 233 
U.S.P.Q. 1264 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 

Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 12 is not anticipated by Enk because it does 
not disclose exactly what is claimed. Amended Claim 12 recites a semi-rectangular inductor 
portion including a first semi-rectangular coil portion and a second semi-rectangular portion, 
wherein the second semi rectangular portion is approximately parallel to the first semi- 
rectangular portion. Enk does not disclose, teach or suggest a first and second semi-rectangular 
coil portion being approximately parallel to each other. 

Applicants respectfully submit that dependent Claims 13-17 and 28-29 provide 
additional limitations that further define over Enk. New Claim 28 recites that the first semi- 
rectangular portion is smaller than the second semi-rectangular portion. New Claim 29 flirther 
recites that each of the first and second semi-rectangular coil portions include first and second 
L-shaped portions having lateral ends that define an opening between ttie lateral ends. Enk does 
not disclose, teach or suggest a first semi-rectangular portion that is smaller than a second semi- 
rectangular portion or lateral ends that define an opening therebetween. Applicants also 
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In re Appln. of Mark Christofis et al. 
Serial No. 10/682.611 

Reply To Office Action Of Dccennber 14, 2004 

respectfully submit that the subject matter of the amended claims is not obvious over Enk 
because there is no motivation for modi^^ng Enk to obtain the subject matter of the amended 
claims^ 

The Examiner rejected Claims 18-24 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U,S, Patent No, 4,751,853 to Dissett. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection as 
conceivably applied to amended Claims 18-24. 

Amended Claim 18 is directed to a housing having a metal wall including an upper hub 
portion, a lower hub portion, and a bell-shaped portion located therebetween. The metal wall 
further includes an mn^ and an outer surface and whereui the bell-shaped portion has a plurality 
of windows extending from the outer surface to the inner surface. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Dissett does not disclose, teach or suggest a bell- 
shaped portion having a plurality of windows extending from the outer surface to the inner 
surface. In Dissett, the pinion cavities 8, 10, which the Examiner refers to as windows, do not 
extend from the outer surface of the body section 2a to the inner surface. The pinion cavities are 
just cavities and do not pass through as claimed in Claim 18. Dependent Claims 19-24 provide 
further limitations regarding the induction heat treatment stq)s and the composition of the 
induction hardened case. As stated above, the reference must show exactly what is claimed. In 
that Dissett does not show exactly what is claimed in Claims lS-24» Applicants respectfully 
request withdrawal of this rejection. AppUcants also respectfully submit that the subject matter 
of the amended claims is not obvious over Dissett because there is no motivation for modifying 
Dissett to obtain the subject matter of the amended claims. 
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In re Appln. of Mark Chhstofis et al. 
Serial No. 10/682,611 

Reply To Office Action Of Decemlier 14. 2004 

The Examiner rejected Claim 25 under 35 U.S.C, § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S, 
Patent No. 3.848,107 to Lewis, and U.S. Patent 3,649,797 to Vicker. Applicants respectfully 
traverse these rejections as conceivably applied to amended Claim 25. As amended, Claim 25 
includes the limitation that the semi-rectangular inductor portion includes a semi-rectangular 
lower coil portion and a semi-rectangular upper coil portion, wherein the semi-rectangular upper 
coil portion is proportionally smaller than the lower semi-rectangular coil portion. Both Lewis 
and Vicker do not disclose a lower and upper semi-rectangular coil portion wherein the semi- 
rectangular upper coil portion is proportionally smaller thap the lower semi-rectangular coil 
portion. Applicants also respectfully submit that the subject matter of the amended claim 25 is 
not obvious over Lewis and Vicker because there is no motivation for modifying either Lewis or 
Vicker to obtain the subject matter of amended claim 25, Amended Claims 26 and 27 include 
further limitations that fUrther define over Lewis and Vicker and therefore Applicants 
respectfully submit that Claims 25-27 are in a condition for allowance. 

As originally presented. Claims 1-9 and 13-17 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Enk in view of Dissett. Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejection as conceivably applied to the amended claims. 

As amended, Claim 1 includes the imitation that the semi-rectangular inductor portion 
has a first semi-rectangular coil portion and a propoitionally smaller second semi-rectangular 
coil portion. As stated above nothing in Enk discloses, teaches or suggests a first semi- 
rectangular coil portion and a proportionally smaller second semi-rectangular coil portion. 
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In re Appln. of Mark Christofis et aL 
Serial No. 10/682,611 

Reply To Office Action Of December 14, 2004 

Furthennore, nothing in Dissett overcomes the shortcoming of Enk, as Dissett does not disclose, 
teach or suggest a first semi-rectangular coil portion and a proportionally smaller second semi- 
rectangular coil portion. Furthermore, as discussed above, Dissett fails to disclose, teach or 
suggest a plurality of windows extending from the outer surface to the inner surface of the bell- 
shaped portion. Therefore even when combined, Enk and Dissett fail to disclose, teach or 
suggest the subject matter of amended Claim 1. Dependent Claims 2-9 provide further 
limitations that further define over the cited references. 

Claims 13-17 provide further limitations over amended Claim 12. In specific regard to 
Claims 13-17, the combined references of Enk and Dissett, as discussed above, fail to disclose, 
teach or suggest a semi-rectangular inductor portion including a first semi-rectangular coil 
portion and a second semi-rectangular portion wherein the second-semi rectangular portion is 
approximately parallel to said first semi-rectangular portion. 

Applicants ialso submit a replacement drawing sheet for Figures 6 and 7, and respectfully 
request withdrawal of the Examiner's objection to the drawings. 

Applicants have amended Claims 3, 5, 10, 12, 14, 17, 18, and 19-24 to overcome the 
Examinees rejection under 35 U.S.C, § 112 second paragraph as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and claim the subject matter which the Applicants regard as the invention. 
Applicants respectfully submit that amended Clauns 3, 5, 10, 12, 14, 17, 18 and 19-24 are in a 
condition for allowance. 
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In re Appln. of Mark Christofis et al. 
Serial No, 10/682,611 

Reply To OfiSce Action Of December 14, 2004 

In view of the above remarks and the revised claims, Applicants submit that each of the 
pending claims define an invention that is patentable over the prior art. Prompt and favorable 
consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: 





Craig A/Phillips 
Reg. No. 47,858 
Attorney For Applicants 



Dickinson Wright PLLC 
1901 L Street NW, Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
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